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ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᕐ ᓂᖅ: ᐅᑉ ᐱᕐ ᓂᓕᕆᓂᐅᕚ ᐅᕝ ᕙᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖕ ᓂᐅᕙ? [Science: 
Theology or Knowledge Seeking] 
Jaypeetee Arnakak 
Abstract: The situation John Godfrey Saxe describes in his 19
th
 century poem retelling the parable of the 
blind men and the elephant is not unlike the birthing pains of the emerging discourse between Western 
and Indigenous Knowledges. In this paper I propose that the “disputations” have nothing to do with such 
reified notions as “clash of ideologies” or “metaphysics,” but are rather more semiological in nature. 
Semiotics, to which linguistics belongs, is an undiscovered country whose vistas may provide more 
efficacious roadmaps to meaningful communications between disparate knowledges – i.e., Western 
Science and Indigenous Knowledge. I propose to examine a specific case of a wildlife management issue 
in Nunavut, Canada, whose outcomes will determine not only the viability of a species but the quality of 
the relationship between Inuit Qaujimaningit and Governments. 
Résumé : La situation décrite par John Godfrey Saxe dans son poème du 19
e
 siècle, qui relate la 
parabole des aveugles et de l’éléphant, ne diffère pas des douleurs d’élaboration des nouveaux discours 
entre les connaissances occidentales et indigènes. Dans le présent article, je suggère que les « conflits » 
n’ont rien à voir avec les notions réifiées « d’affrontements idéologiques » ou de « métaphysique », mais 
sont plutôt de nature sémiologique. La sémiotique, à laquelle appartient la linguistique, est un pays 
inconnu dont les perspectives pourraient offrir plus de détails pour des communications significatives  
entre les connaissances disparates – par exemple, la science occidentale et les connaissances 
indigènes. Je propose d’examiner un cas spécifique, le problème de gestion de la faune sauvage dans la 
province du Nunavut au Canada, dont les résultats détermineront non seulement la viabilité d’une 
espèce, mais aussi la qualité de la relation entre Inuit Qaujimaningit et les gouvernements. 
Resumen: A situação que John Godfrey Saxe descreve em seu poema do século XIX que reconta a 
parábola dos homens cegos e do elefante não difere das dores do parto do discurso emergente entre as 
sabedorias ocidentais e indígenas. Neste artigo, proponho que as “disputas” não têm nada a ver com as 
noções reificadas como “choque de ideologias” ou “metafísicas”, mas que são, em vez disso, de uma 
natureza mais semiológica. A semiótica, campo ao qual a linguística pertence, é um país não descoberto 
cujas vistas podem proporcionar mapas mais eficazes para comunicações significativas entre sabedorias 
díspares, isto é, a Ciência Ocidental e a Sabedoria Indígena. Proponho-me a analisar um caso de gestão 
da vida selvagem em Nunavut, Canadá, cujos resultados determinarão não apenas a viabilidade de uma 
espécie, mas a qualidade das relações entre Inuit Qaujimaningit e governos. 
Resumo: La situación que describe John Godfrey Saxe en su poema del siglo XIX, donde recuenta la 
parábola de los ciegos y el elefante, no es tan diferente de las complicaciones en el discurso emergente 
entre los conocimientos occidentales e indígenas. En este artículo propongo que las “disputaciones” no 
están relacionadas a los conceptos cosificados de “conflicto de ideologías” o “metafísica”, sino son más 
bien de naturaleza semiológica. La semiótica, a donde pertenece la lingüística, es un territorio ignoto 
cuyos panoramas pueden proveer mapas más eficaces para una comunicación más significativa entre 
diferentes conocimientos, en este caso la ciencia occidental y el conocimiento indígena. Propongo 
examinar un caso específico en el tema de la administración de la vida salvaje en Nunavut, Canadá, 
cuyos resultados determinarán no solo la viabilidad de una especie pero también la calidad de la relación 
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ᐅᓂᒃ ᑳᖅᑐᐊᖅᑕᖃᖅᐳᖅ ᑕᐅᑐᓐᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᐊᖑᑎᓂᒃ  ᓇᓚᐅᑦ ᑖᖁᔭᐅᔪᕕᓂᕐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᓕᐸᒥᒃ  
ᖃᓄᖅ ᑕᐅᑦ ᑐᖃᕐ ᒪᖔᑦ . ᓯᕗᓪ ᓕᕉᖅ ᑕᔅ ᓯ ᓴ ᒃ ᑐᖅ ᐊᓕᐸᐅᑉ  ᓂᐅᖓᓂᒃ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᐳᕉᖅ 
ᑖᓐ ᓇᒎᖅ ᐊᓕᐸ ᐃᓪ ᓘᑉ  ᖃᓇᒋᔮᖅᐹ; ᐊᐃᑉ ᐸᖓᒎᖅ ᑕᔅ ᓯ ᓴ ᒃ ᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐸᒥᐅᖓᓂᒃ  ᐅᖃᖅᐳᖅ 
ᑖᓐ ᓇᒎᖅ ᐊᓕᐸ ᐊᒃ ᑐᓈᖑᔮᖅᐳᖅ; ᐱᖓᔪᐊᒡ ᒎᖅ ᕿᖓᑯᑖᖓᓂᒃ  ᐊᓕᐸᐅᑉ  ᕿᒥᕐ ᕈᓇᒃ ᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ 
ᐅᖃᖅᐳᕉᖅ ᑖᓐ ᓇᒎᖅ ᐊᓕᐸ ᓇᐹᖅᑑᔮᖅᐳᖅ. 
 
ᑖᒃ ᑯᐊ ᑕᕝ ᕙ ᑕᒻ ᒪᓐᖏᑦ ᑐᐃᓐ ᓇᐅᒐᓗᐊᑦ  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᓕᐸᐅᑉ  ᐃᓚᐃᓐᓇᑯᓗᐊᓂᒃ  
ᑕᔅ ᓯ ᓴ ᒃ ᑎᑕᐅᒐᒥ ᒃ  ᐅᔾ ᔨ ᕈᓱ ᓐᖏᓚᑦ  ᑖᒃ ᑯᐊ ᐃᓗᐃᑦ ᑑᓗᒋᑦ  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓱᓕᑦ ᑎᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ  
ᖃᐅᔨ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ . 
 
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖅᑰᔨᕙᒃ ᐳᑦ  ᑕᕝ ᕙ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒐᓱ ᖕᓂᖏᑦ  ᖃᓪ ᓗᓈᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᑲᑎᑎᑦ ᑎᓇᓱ ᒃ ᑐᑦ . ᐊᑕᐅᓯ ᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔭ ᒃ ᓴ ᒥ ᒃ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᑑᒐᓗᐊᑦ  
ᑐᑭᓯᐅᖃᑦ ᑕᐅᑎᓐᖏᑦ ᑐᑦ  ᐃᓚᐃᓐᓇᑯᓗᖏᒃ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕋᒥᒃ  ᐃᓚᒌᖅᑯᔨ ᓐᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᒃ . 
 
ᑕᒪᓐ ᓇ ᕿᒥᕐ ᕈᓇᒃ ᑕᐅᑦ ᑎᐊᖅᓯ ᒪᑎᓐ ᓇᒍ  − ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖅ ᐊᒻ ᒪ  ᑲᖐᓱᖕᓂᖅ −, 
ᐊᔾ ᔨ ᒌᒃ ᑑᒐᓗᐊᑦ  ᑐᑭᓯ ᔭ ᒃ ᓴᐅᔾ ᔮ ᓐᖏᓚᑦ  ᐊᔾ ᔨ ᒌᖕ ᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ . ᓲ ᕐ ᓗ, 
ᑖᓐ ᓇᑦ ᑕᐃᓐᓇᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅ ᐊᓯᕈᖅᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᓲᖑᖕ ᒪᑦ  ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᑎᒋᔪᖅ ᐅᐊᑦ ᑎᓗᒍ . ᑕᒪᒃ ᑯᐊ 
ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑐᑯᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ  ᕿᒥᕐ ᕈᓇᒡ ᓗᒋᑦ  ᐱᑕᖃᓐᖏᑲᐃᓐ ᓇᖅᑐᑦ  ᐅᕝ ᕙᓗ 
ᖃᑦ ᓰ ᓐ ᓇᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ  ᓱᓕᓐᖏᑦ ᑐᒥ ᒃ  ᑐᑭᓯ ᔭᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᒪᑕ . ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐ ᓂᖓᓄᑦ , 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓕᑦ ᑎᐊᕐ ᓗᓂ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᑯᓂ ᐅᐊᑦ ᑎᓂᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᐅᖃᕈᓐ ᓇᖅᓯᑕᐃᓐᓇᓲᖅ ᐅᑯᐊ ᐃᒫᒃ  
ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᓖᑦ ; ᐅᑯᐊ ᐃᒫᒃ  ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᕆᓐᖏᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᐱᓕᖅᑐᑦ . 
 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᑦ  ᒪᓕᒡ ᓗᒋᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪ ᑦ  ᑕᒫᓂᑦ ᓴᐃᓐ ᓈᖃᑦ ᑕᓐᖏᓚᑦ . ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ  
ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ  ᓄᓇᒥ  ᓱ ᒃ ᑲᐃᑦ ᑐᒥ ᒃ  ᐱᕈᕋᓱ ᓲᖑᕗᑦ . ᐊᒻ ᒪ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐ ᓂᖓᓄᑦ , ᓄᓇᒥ  ᐱᓱ ᑦ ᑏᑦ  
ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᓂᕿᓖᑦ  ᐃᓂᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᒥᓂᒃ  ᐅᐸᖕᓇᓵ ᓲᖑᕗᑦ  60 100 ᐊᕐ ᕌᒍᑦ  ᓄᓇᒥᓂᒃ  
ᓂᓪ ᓕᑦ ᑏᓲᖑᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ . ᑕᒪᓐ ᓇ ᓱᓕᓗᐊᕐ ᓂᖅᓴᐅᕗᖅ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓃᑦ ᑐᓂᒃ . 
 
ᐱᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᔪ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᑐᓴᕋᑖᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍ  ᓴ ᓪ ᓖᒡ ᒎᖅ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᑕ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᑦ  ᓄᖑᓕᖅᑐᑦ . 
ᓂᕐ ᔪ ᑕᐅᒐᒥᒃ  ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᒡ ᒎᖅ ᓂᐅᕐ ᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ  ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ  
ᖁᐱᕐ ᕈᑖᕐ ᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᕿᑐᓐᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᐊᑦ ᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᓄᖑᓕᖅᑐᒡ ᒎᖅ 
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐱᔭᐅᖃᑦ ᑕᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᕿᑐᓐᖏᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ . 1950 ᐊᕐ ᕌᒍᖏᓐᓂ 
ᓄᖑᓕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪ ᕐ ᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃ ᑯᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᑕᐅᕗᖓ ᓅᑦ ᑎᔪᖃᖅᑐᕕᓂᐅᕗᕉᖅ 50-ᓂᒃ  
ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ . ᑖᒃ ᑯᓇᓐᖓᑦ  50-ᓂᑦ  30,000-ᓐ ᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᒡ ᒎᖅ 1997-ᒥ . ᔫᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥᒎᖅ (2011-ᒥ ) 
7,500-ᑐᐃᓐ ᓇᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ . ᑖᒃ ᑯᓇᓐᖓᒡ ᒎᖅ 1,500-ᓂᒃ  ᐲᖅᓯᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᑕᒫᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᕐ ᒥ , 
ᑖᒃ ᑯᐊ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕇᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᕿᑐᓐᖏᐅᔪ ᓐᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ . ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᐅᖏᓐᓇᖅᐸᑕᒎᖅ, 
ᐊᕐ ᕌᒍᓂᒃ  ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ  ᓄᖑᑕᐅᓂᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ . 
 
ᑖᒃ ᑯᐊ ᓈᓴᐅᑏᑦ  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᑐᐃᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓗᒋᑦ  ᖁᑦ ᓱᓇᖅᐳᑦ . ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᐃᓱᒪᓐᖏᑦ ᑎᐊᕐ ᓗᓂ 
ᒪᑯᓂᖓ: ᕿᑭᖅᑕᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ ; ᓇᕈᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ /ᓇᕈᖃᑦ ᑕᕐ ᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ  
ᓄᓇᕕᒧᑦ ; ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᑦ ᑎᐊᓐᖏᓪ ᓗᓂ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐ ᓃᕐ ᓂᕐ ᒪᖔᑕ  1950-ᓂ; ᐅᑎᕋᔭᓚᐅᕐ ᒪᖔᑕ  
ᓄᓇᒥᒃ  ᓂᓪ ᓕᖅᓰᓚᐅᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᓇᒻ ᒥᓂᖅ. ᑕᒪᒃ ᑯᐊ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓐᖏᓪ ᓗᒋᑦ  ᓄᖑᓕᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  
ᖁᑦ ᓱᓇᓪ ᓚᕆᒃ ᐳᑦ . 
 
1990 ᐊᕐ ᕌᒍᖏᑕ  ᓄᖑᓕᕐ ᓂᖓᓂ, ᐃᒻ ᒪᖄ ᐊᕐ ᕌᒍᑦ  ᒪ ᕐ ᕉ ᒃ  ᐱᖓᓱᓪ ᓘᓐᓃᑦ , ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ  
ᓄᓇᓕᖓᓃᖃᑦ ᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ  ᐊᒥᓱᐊᓘᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ . ᑕᒫᓂ ᑭᓐᖓᓃᑐᐃᓐ ᓇᓐᖏᑦ ᑐᑦ  ᐃᒡ ᓗᐃᑦ  
ᐊᑯᓐ ᓂᖓᓃᖃᑦ ᑕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪ ᑦ  ᑕᑯᒃ ᓴᐅᑦ ᑎᐊᖅᑐᑎᒃ . ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓄᑦ  ᐅᐸᒋᐅᖅᑐᕕᓂᐅᓗᓂ 
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ᐃᓱᒪᓇᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪ ᕐ ᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᓪ ᓘᓐ ᓃᑦ  ᐱᑕᖃᓲ ᑦ  ᑕᒫᓂ. 
ᐊᕐ ᕌᒍᒐᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᓪ ᓕ 1990 ᓄᖑᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ  ᖃᓂᑦ ᑐᒥᓪ ᓘᓐ ᓃᑦ  ᐱᑕᖃᔮᒍᓐ ᓃᖅᐳᑦ . ᑕᒫᓂ 
ᓂᕆᔭ ᒃ ᓴᖏᑦ  ᓄᖑᓗᐊᖅᑰᔨ ᓐᖏᑦ ᑑᒐᓗᐊᑦ  ᐊᔾ ᔨ ᒋᓐᖏᑕᑦ ᑎᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐃᓱᒪᖃᕋᒥᒃ  
ᐊᔾ ᔨ ᒋᓐᖏᑕᑦ ᑎᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᒐᒥᒃ  ᓅᑉ ᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᓕᒪᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᓇᒧᒃ ᑭᐊᖅ. 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᑦ ᑎᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᒫᓃᑐᖃᐅᔭᖅᑐᓂ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ  ᓄᖑᑕᐅᓕᓚᐅᓐᖏᑦ ᑐᑦ . ᐃᒻ ᒥᓂᒃ  ᓅᑦ ᑐᑦ  
ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ  ᐊᓯᖓᓄᑦ . 
 
ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕆᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴ ᕐ ᓂᖅ (semiotics) ᕿᒥᕐ ᕈᓇᖕᓂᐅᕗᖅ ᖃᓄ ᐆᒪᔪ ᑦ , ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  
ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪ ᓗᒋᑦ , ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕆᓲᖑᖕ ᒪᖔᑕ  ᓱᓇᑐᐃᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᒃ  ᑕᒪᒃ ᑯᓂᖓ ᐅᓪ ᓗᑕᒫᖅ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ . ᐃᒫᖃᐃ ᐅᖃᐅᑎᒋᓗᒍ  ᑐᑭᓯᓇᕐ ᓂᖅᓴᐅᕗᖅ: ᐊᕙᑎᑦ ᑎᓐᓂ ᓱᓇᑐᐃᓐ ᓇᒐᓚᐃᑦ  
ᑖᓐ ᓇᑦ ᓴᐃᓐᓇᐅᒐᓗᐊᑦ  ᐊᔾ ᔨ ᒌᓐᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᑐᑭᖃᕈᓐ ᓇᕐ ᒪᑕ . ᓲ ᕐ ᓗ, ᓇᑦ ᑎᐅᑉ  ᕿᓯᖓ 
ᐃᓐ ᓂᕐ ᕕᖕ ᒦ ᑦ ᑐᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐱᖅᑯᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᑐᑭᓯᐊᓐᖏᑦ ᑐᒧᑦ  ᐃᓪ ᓗᒥᐅᑕᑐᐃᓐ ᓇᖅᑐᑦ  
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓇᔭᖅᐳᖅ; ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐃᓄᖕ ᒧ ᑦ  ᑖᓐᓇᑦ ᓴᐃᓐ ᓇᖅ ᕿᓯ ᒃ  ᑐᑭᓯ ᔭᐅᒐᔭᖅᐳᖅ 
ᐊᓐ ᓄᕌ ᒃ ᓴᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ  ᑖᑉ ᓱ ᒪ  ᐃᓐ ᓂᕐ ᕕᖕ ᒦᓐ ᓂᖓ ᐅᖓᑖᓃᑦ ᑐᒧ ᑦ  ᑕᑯᓐ ᓇᓐᖑᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ. 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓂᖓᒍᑦ  ᑕᐃᒫᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔾ ᔭ ᓐᖏᓚᕐ ᓕ. ᐃᓱᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᕆᕗᖅ ᖃᖓ ᐊᕐ ᕌᒍᒥ  
ᕿᓯᖓ ᐱᐅᓛᖑᖕ ᒪᖔᖅ ᓱᓇᓕᐊᕆᓂᐊᕐ ᓗᒍ . ᑕᒪᓐ ᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᐅᕗᖅ, ᑕᒪᓐ ᓇᓗ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ ᐅᖓᓇᕈᑕᐅᕗᖅ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ  ᓄᖑᓴᕆᐊᖓ ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖃᖅᐳᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ  
ᐆᒪᔪᖁᑏᑦ  ᒪᑭᒪ ᑦ ᑎᐊᖁᔭᐅᕗᑦ . ᑕᕝ ᕙᓂ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓂᖅᑕᖃᖅᐳᖅ. 
 
ᑕᒪᓐ ᓇ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓂᖅ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᐅᓂᒃ ᑳᓕᐅᕐ ᓂᒃ ᑯ ᑦ . ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖓ 
ᓯᕗᒧᑉ ᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᓂᖃᖅᐳᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃ ᑳ ᕐ ᓂᒃ ᑯ ᑦ : ᐅᓪ ᓗᑕᒫᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱ ᒃ ᑏᑦ  
ᐅᓂᒃ ᑳᖅᐸᒃ ᐳᑦ , ᑕᐃᒫᒃ  ᐳᖅᓱ ᓯᕆᖕ ᒪᒍ . ᐅᖃᐅᑎᖃᓲᖑᕗᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ  ᑕᑯᔭᕕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ , ᓯ ᑰ ᑉ  
ᐊᒻ ᒪ  ᓯᓚᐅᑉ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ , ᐅᐸᒃ ᑕᐅᑦ ᑕᐃᓕᑲᐃᓐ ᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ . 
 
ᖃᓪ ᓗᓈᑦ ᑕᐅᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃ ᑳᓕᐅᕆᐊᖃᕆᕗᑦ , ᓈᓴ ᕐ ᓂᑐᐃᓐ ᓇᐅᓐᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᒃ . ᑕᐃᒪᒃ  
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᖅᑲᐅᒪᓂᖃᕈᓐ ᓇᖅᐳᑦ  ᓯᕗᒧᑉ ᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᓇᒧᑦ  ᑐᕌᕋᓱ ᖕ ᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ  
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪ ᓐ ᓇᖁᓪ ᓗᒋᑦ . ᐊᔾ ᔨ ᒌᓐᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴᖅᑐᖃᖃᑦ ᑕᖅᑎᓪ ᓗᒍ  ᑕᒪᓐ ᓇ 
ᐱᒻ ᒪᕆᐅᓗᐊᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᔾ ᔨ ᒌᓐᖏᑦ ᑐᐊᓗᖕᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴᖃᑦ ᑕᖅᑎᓪ ᓗᒋᑦ  ᑖᒃ ᑯᐊᓗ 
ᐊᑭᓴᖅᑐᓕᑐᐃᓐ ᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᐱᓪ ᓗᒋᑦ . 
 
ᑕᒪᓐ ᓇ ᐅᓂᒃ ᑳᓕᐅᖃᑦ ᑕᕐ ᓂᖅ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᓗᐊᖅᐳᖅ. ᐊᔾ ᔨ ᒌᓐᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᒃ  
ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᕐ ᓂᖅᑕᖃᖅᑎᓪ ᓗᒍ  ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔭᐅᑦ ᑎᐊᓐᖏᑦ ᑐᒥ ᒃ  ᐱᖃᑦ ᑕᕐ ᓗᓂ ᐅᓂᒃ ᑳᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ  
ᑕᒻ ᒪᕈᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᖅᑐᑦ  ᓴᖅᑭᒃ ᓴ ᕋᐃᑉ ᐳᑦ . ᓲ ᕐ ᓗ ᐆᒃ ᑑᑎᒋᓗᒍ , ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨ ᕐ ᔪ ᐊᖑᒐᓗᐊᑦ  
ᑕᒻ ᒪᖅᑕᓲᖑᖕ ᒪᑕ  ᐅᔾ ᔨ ᕐ ᓇᑦ ᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᑕᒪᒃ ᑯᓄᖓ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔪᓄᑦ . ᕋᐃᓂᐅ ᒪᕆᐊ ᕆᐅᓪ ᑭ , 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨ ᕐ ᔪᐊᖅ ᓗᐃᔅ  ᓚᕙᐃ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ  1500 ᐊᕐ ᕌᒍᖏᓐᓂ, 
ᔮ ᒪᓂᑎᑑᓕᕆᖃᑦ ᑕᖅᓯ ᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ  ᐅᐃᕖᑎᑑᖓᔪᓂᒃ  ᓚᕙᐃ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖏᓐᓂᒃ , ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᕗᖅ 
ᐃᓚᖓᓂᒃ  ᐃᒫᒃ : 
 
ᐊᒻ ᒪᐃᓛᒃ  ᖁᕝ ᕕᐅᕐ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᑕᑕᒥᒃ ᑲᕕᑦ  
ᑕᐃᒫᒃ , ᐱᓐᖑᐊᕆᐊᖅᑕᕋᓗᐊᕋ  (ᑯ ᒃ ᑭ ᑦ ᑕᐹᒧ ᑦ ) ᖁᕕᐊᓱ ᑦ ᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ, 
ᕿᒃ ᓵ ᓐ ᓇᖅᓯᑎᑉ ᐸᓪ ᓕ (ᓄᒫᓱ ᒃ ᑐᒥ ᒃ  ᐱᓕᕐ ᓗᓂ) ᒪᑭᒪᓇᑦ ᑎᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ  ᐱᓂᐊᓚᐅᖅᑕᕋ  
(ᑯ ᒃ ᑭ ᑦ ᑕᐹᖅ, ᕿᒃ ᓵ ᓐ ᓂᕐ ᒪ  ᐱᖃᑖ) 
 
ᑕᕝ ᕙ ᑎᑕᑦ ᑎᑦ ᑎᓂᕐ ᒥᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᓄᑦ  ᑖᓐ ᓇ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓂᓪ ᓚᑦ ᑖᖓ ᐅᖃᖅᑑᒐᓗᐊᖅ 
ᑯ ᒃ ᑭ ᑦ ᑕᐹᑦ  ᓂᓪ ᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂᒃ  ᐊᔾ ᔨᖃᑎᖅᑎᑦ ᑎᓐ ᓂᖓᓂᒃ  ᐃᓕᖏᑦ  ᐱᓐᖑᐊᕐ ᓗᒋᑦ  
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ᕿᒃ ᓵ ᒃ ᑰᔨ ᓲᖑᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᐊᓯᖏᑦ  ᖁᕕᐊᓱ ᒡ ᕙᓕᑦ ᑎᑎᑎᓪ ᓗᒋᑦ  ᐲᖅᑕᖏᑦ  ᑎᑕᑦ ᑎᑦ ᑎᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  
ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓐᖏᑦ ᑐᒃ ᓴᐅᒐᒥ . ᐅᐃᕖᑎᑐᑦ  ᐃᒫᒃ  ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᖕ ᒪᑕ : 
 
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐ ᓂᖓᓄᑦ  ᐱᒻ ᒪᕆᐊᓘᕗᖅ ᕿᒥᕐ ᕈᓇᑦ ᑎᐊᕆᐊᖓ ᑐᓵ ᔨᐅᔾ ᔪᑎᒃ ᑕ  
ᐅᖃᓪ ᒪᐅᑎᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᑕᒪᒃ ᑯᐊ ᐱᓐᓇᕆᔭᐅᔫᒐᓗᐊᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪ ᔾ ᔪ ᐊᕐ ᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  
ᑕᒻ ᒪᖅᑕᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ  ᓴᖅᑭᔮᓗᐊᔭ ᖕ ᒪᑕ  ᑕᒪᒃ ᑯᓄᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ  
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ  ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪ ᓗᒋᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ  ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ  ᐅᖃᓕᒫᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪ ᓗᒋᑦ  
ᕆᐅᓪ ᑭ ᑦ ᑐᑦ . ᐃᓛᓐᓂᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᑕᒪᒃ ᑯᐊ (ᑐᓴ ᔨ ᒧ ᑦ ) ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪ ᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  
ᑐᓐᖓᕕᐅᓕᓲᖑᖕ ᒪᑕ , ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᕐ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ /ᐃᓕᓴᐃᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪ ᑦ  
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪ ᑦ ᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᓐᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ  ᒪᑐᓯᓇᓱ ᖕ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᐅᖃᓪ ᓚᐅᑎᒋᓯ ᒪᔭᖏᑦ  
ᓴᖅᑭᔮᓗᐊᔭ ᖕ ᒪᑕ  ᐊᓯᐊᓄᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯ ᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᐱᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪ ᓗᒋᑦ . 
 
ᑖᓐ ᓇ ᐅᖃᐅᑎᒋᕋᑖᖅᑕᕋ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᖃᓚᐅᕐ ᓂᖓ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ  1990 ᐊᕐ ᕌᒍᐃᑦ  ᓄᖑᓐᓂᕆᓕᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂ. 
ᐅᕙᑦ ᑎᓐ ᓄᑦ  ᑕᕝ ᕙ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᖏᑦ  ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ  ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓂ ᓱ ᕐ ᕋᖅᑰᔨ ᓐᖏᑦ ᑎᐊᖅᑎᓪ ᓗᒋᑦ , ᒪ ᕐ ᕉ ᒃ  
ᐱᖓᓱ ᕐ ᓘᓐ ᓃᑦ  ᐊᕐ ᕌᒍᑦ  ᐅᐱᕐ ᖔᑕᒫᖅ ᐊᒻ ᒪ  ᐅᑭᐊᒃ ᓵ ᑕᒫᖅ ᐅᐸᒃ ᑕᐅᖃᑦ ᑕᓚᐅᑲᓪ ᓚᒃ ᑐᓂ, 
ᓴᖅᑭᒃ ᑲᓐ ᓂᕈᓐ ᓃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ  ᐅᓪ ᓗᒥᒧᓪ ᓗ ᐊᕐ ᕌᒍᒐᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ  ᑐᑭᓪ ᓗᒍ . ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᖏᑦ  
ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᒪᓕᒃ ᑐᑎᒃ  ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ  ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓂ ᓂᓪ ᓕᖅᓰᓕᖅᐳᑦ . ᑕᕝ ᕙ ᑐᑭᓯᐊᓐᖏᑕᑦ ᑎᓐᓂᒃ  
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪ ᑦ , ᑐᑭᓯᐊᔭ ᒥᓐ ᓄᑦ , ᐱᓇᓱ ᒃ ᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪ ᑦ . 
 
ᑕᒪᒃ ᑯᐊ ᑐᑭᓯᐊᓐᖏᒃ ᑲᓗᐊᕋ ᑦ ᑎᒍᑦ  ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᔾ ᔪᑎᖏᑦ , ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖏᓐᓇᕋ ᑦ ᑎᒍᑦ  
ᐃᓅᔪᒍᑦ  ᓇᕈᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑦ ᑎᐊᖅᐸᕗᑦ . ᐊᐅᓚᓐᓇᓱ ᓐᖏᑕᕗᑦ . ᐱᓐᓇᕆᔭᕗᑦ . 
ᐃᑉ ᐱᒋᑦ ᑎᐊᖅᑕᕗᑦ  ᓇᒻ ᒥᓂᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ . ᓄᖑᓴᖅᑕᐅᖁᓐᖏᑕᕗᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ  ᐃᓚᑦ ᑎᑐᑦ  
ᐊᓐ ᓂᕆᔭᕗᑦ . 
 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ  ᖃᓪ ᓗᓈᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᑲᑎᑎᑦ ᑎᓇᓱ ᒃ ᑎᓪ ᓗᑕ  ᓈᓴᐃᓂᑐᐃᓐ ᓇᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦ ᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᕙᕗᑦ . ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐱᖅᑯᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑏᑦ  ᓈᓴᐃᔨᓄᑦ , 
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᖅᑎᓄᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ  ᐃᓄᖕᓄᓪ ᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ  ᓲᖅᑲᐃᒻ ᒪ  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑖᒃ ᑯᐊ 
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒃ ᑎᓪ ᓗᒋᑦ  ᐊᑕᐅᓰ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓕᔾ ᔮ ᓐᖏᑦ ᑐᒍᑦ . 
ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ ᓴᐳᑎᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᕗᑦ . 
 
ᑐᓵ ᔩ ᑦ  ᐊᖅᑯᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓐᖏᑦ ᑐᑦ  ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᕐ ᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ . ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᕐ ᓂᖅ 
ᐱᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᓕᖅᑎᓪ ᓗᒍ  1600 ᐊᕐ ᕌᒍᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᖕ ᓚᓐ ᒥ  ᕈᐊᐃᐅᓪ  ᓱ ᓴᐃᐊᑎ (Royal Society) 
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔾ ᔪᑎᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕐ ᒥᒃ  ᐃᔨ ᕋᖅᑐᕋᓱ ᖕ ᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᐲᖅᓯ ᔪ ᒪᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ . 
ᑕᒪᒃ ᑯᐊ ᓯᓚᐃᕐ ᕆᓯᔩ ᑦ  ᐃᓃᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪ ᓗᒋᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᓯᐊᕐ ᒪᐃᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  
ᐱᓇᓱᐊᒐᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ , ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓂᖅ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔭᐅᑦ ᑎᐊᕐ ᓂᖓᒍᑦ  
ᓯᕗᒧᑉ ᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖅ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐ ᒪ ᑦ  (ᐃᓛᒃ , ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔪᓄᑦ ). 
 
ᑕᒪᓐ ᓇ ᐱᓂᐊᕐ ᓗᒍ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᐃᔨ ᕋᖅᑐᕋᓱ ᖕ ᓂᖅ ᐲᔭᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᑐᓵ ᔩ ᑦ  
ᓇᒥᑐᐃᓐ ᓇᖅ ᓯᕗᒧᑉ ᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᑎᑦ ᑎᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ  ᕈᐊᐃᐅᓪ  ᓱ ᓴᐃᐊᑎ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ . ᐃᒻ ᒪᖄ ᐃᓱᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᔾ ᔪᑎᑦ ᑎᓐ ᓂᒃ  
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐ ᓂᑦ ᑎᓐ ᓂᒃ . 
 
ᓲ ᕐ ᓗᖃᐃ, ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᓗᑕ  ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪ ᓐ ᓇᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ . ᓲ ᕐ ᓗ ᐳᕝ ᓕᐊᔅ  ᑎᐅᕆᓐ ᑎᐊᔅ  ᐋᕗ (Publius 
Terentius Afer): Homo sum, humani nihil a me alienum puto ᐃᓄᒃ ᑎᑐᑦ  ᑐᑭᓕᒃ  ᐃᒫᒃ : 
“ᐃᓅᒐᒪ , ᓱᓇᑐᐃᓐ ᓇᐃᑦ  ᐃᓄᖕᓃᓐᖔᖅᑐᑦ  ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓕᕈᓐ ᓇᖅᐸᒃ ᑲ .” ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᑦ ᑕᐅᖅ, ᐊᓯᒫᕝ  
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(Asimov) ᐃᓅᔭ ᕐ ᓄᑦ  ᐱᖓᓱ ᑦ  ᐊᑐᒐᖏᑕ  ᐊᔾ ᔨᐸᓗᖏᓐᓂᒃ , ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ  ᐱᖓᔪᐊᑦ  
ᐋᖅᑭᒃ ᓱ ᕐ ᓗᒍ  ᓲ ᕐ ᓗ: 
 
3. ᐃᓅᔭᖅ ᓇᒻ ᒥᓂᖅ ᓴᐳᑎᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᖅ ᓇᒻ ᒥᓂᖅ ᓴᐳᑎᓂᖅ ᓱ ᕋᐃᓐᖏᓱᖓᖅᐸᑦ  
ᓯᕗᓪ ᓕᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᐅᕝ ᕙᓗ ᑭᖑᓪ ᓕᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᐊᑐᒐᕐ ᒥ ᒃ . 
 
−ᑖᒃ ᑯᐊ ᐃᓅᔭ ᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᓯᕈ ᕐ ᓗᒋᑦ  “ᑐᓵ ᔨ ”ᒧ ᑦ . 
 
ᑖᒃ ᑯᐊ ᐊᓯᒫᕝ  ᐃᓅᔭ ᕐ ᓄᑦ  ᐊᑐᒐᖏᑦ  ᐊᓯᕈᖅᑎᒐᒃ ᓴᐅᕗᑦ  ᑐᓵ ᔩ ᑦ  ᐱᓇᓱᐊᒐᖏᑦ  ᒪᓕᒡ ᓗᒋᑦ . 
ᓲ ᕐ ᓗ ᑭᖑᓕᖓ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ ᐅᖃᖅᑎᒍᓐ ᓇᖅᐸᕗᑦ  ᓲ ᕐ ᓗ: “ᑐᓵ ᔨ  ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᖅ 
ᐅᖃᓪ ᓚᒃ ᑐᒥ ᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᐊᑭᕋᖅᑐᓕᕐ ᓂᖅ ᓴᖅᑭᖁᓇᒍ .” 
ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑖᒃ ᑯᐊ ᑐᓵ ᔨᓄᑦ  ᐊᑐᐊᒐᓕᐊᖑᔪ ᑦ  ᓴᖅᑭᒃ ᑲᓗᐊᖅᐸᑕ  
ᐃᖅᑲᐅᒪᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᑐᑭᓕᐊᖑᔪ ᓐ ᓇᖅᑐᑦ  ᓱᕙᓕᑭᐊᖑᔭᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ . 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᖑᔪᓕᒫᑦ  ᑕᒫᓐᖓᑐᐃᓐ ᓇᖅ ᓴᖅᑭᓯᒪᓐᖏᒻ ᒪᑕ ; ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ  
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᕗᑦ . ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑎᐊᕐ ᓂᖅ ᓯᕗᓪ ᓕᐅᑏᓐ ᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᐸᕗᑦ . ᑐᓴ ᕈᒥᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ  
ᐃᓱᒪᓇᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᓚᑦ , ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓂᖅ ᐱᒻ ᒪᕆᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᖕ ᒪ ᑦ . 
ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᓐᓂᒃ  ᓄᖅᑲᐅᑎᖃᕈᒪᕗᖓ ᐅᓂᒃ ᑳᑲᐃᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓗᖓ ᒐᐃᓚ ᕚᓐ  ᑲᐃᓱ ᔅ ᕝ ᕘᒡ  
ᑐᑭᓕᐊᕆᖃᑦ ᑕᖅᑕᕕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᑐᓯᐊᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ  1509-ᒥ . ᑖᒃ ᑯᐊ ᒐᐃᓚ ᐱᔭᕕᓂᖏᑦ  
ᐅᐊᑦ ᑎᐊᕋᐅᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ  ᕿᒥᕐ ᕈᐊᒐᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᕕᓂᕐ ᓂᑦ  ᓴ ᕝ ᕚᔅ ᑎᐊᓐ  ᕗᕌᓐ ᑦ ᒧ ᑦ  ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᖅ, 
ᓇᐃᕕᔅ  ᓯᑐᓪ ᑎᐱᐅᕋ  (latin: navis stultifera) ᑐᑭᓕᒃ  “ᓯᓚᐃᑦ ᑐᑦ  ᐅᒥᐊᕐ ᔪ ᐊᖓᑦ ”. ᑖᒃ ᑯᐊ 
ᐱᓯᒪᔪ ᑦ  ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᕐ ᒥ ᑦ  ᐃᐅᓪ ᕘᑐ  ᒫᓐ ᒍᐃᓪ  ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᕕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ  “ᐱᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᓂᕆᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ  
ᐅᖃᓕᒫᖃᑦ ᑕᕐ ᓂᐅᑉ ” ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯᐊᑦ ᑕᐅᖅ ᓗᐃᔅ  ᓚᕝ ᕙᐃᒥᒃ  ᐅᓂᒃ ᑳᖅᑲᐅᔭ ᑦ ᑐᑦ . 
ᑖᓐ ᓇᒎᖅ ᓯᕗᓪ ᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᓯᓚᐃᑦ ᑑᑉ  ᓇᓴᖓᓂ ᓯᕙᓂᕈᑎ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃ ᑯᑕᐅᕗᖅ ᓯᓚᐃᑦ ᑐᒧ ᑦ  
ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᖃᖅᑎᒧᑦ  ᕿᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ  ᐱᐅᔪᕆᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ . ᒐᐃᓚᐅᑉ  ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᖅᑕᖓ 
ᐱᐅᔪᕆᓂᑐᐃᓐ ᓇᕐ ᒥᒃ  ᕿᓂᖅᑎ ᑕᐃᒫᒎᖅ ᐅᐱᒋᔭᐅᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᐱᔪ ᒪᒃ ᐸᑦ  ᑕᕝ ᕙ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᓕᒃ  
ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᖏᓐᓂᑦ  ᓄᐊᑦ ᑎᑐᐃᓐ ᓇᓐᖏᓪ ᓗᓂ. 
ᑭᖑᓪ ᓕᖓᒎᖅ ᓯᓚᐃᑦ ᑑᑉ  ᓇᓴᖓᓂ ᓯᕙᓂᐅᑎ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃ ᑯᑕᐅᕗᖅ ᓯᓚᑦ ᑐᓕᕐ ᓂᐊᖅᑐᒋᔪ ᒥ ᒃ  
ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᓂᒃ  ᓄᐊᑦ ᑎᓗᓂ ᐊᒥᓱ ᕈᐃᓗᓂ. ᒐᐃᓚᐅᑉ  ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᖅᑕᖓ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ  
ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖑᔮᖅᑐᕉᖅ ᐅᓇᓕᖃᓗᐊᒧᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑐᓐ ᓇᐃᓕᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ . 
ᐱᖓᔪᖓᑦ  ᓯᓚᐃᑦ ᑑᑉ  ᓇᓴᖓᓂ ᓯᕙᓂᐅᑎ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃ ᑯᑕᐅᕗᖅ ᓯᓚᐃᑦ ᑐᒥᒃ  ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᕐ ᓂᒃ  
ᓄᐊᑦ ᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ  ᐅᖃᓕᒫᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪ ᔾ ᔭ ᒐᓂ. ᐃᓪ ᓗᒥᐅᑕᑐᐃᓐ ᓇᖏᒡ ᒎᖅ. 
ᑎᓴᒪᖓᑦ  ᓯᓚᐃᑦ ᑑᑉ  ᓇᓴᖓᓂ ᓯᕙᓂᐅᑎ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃ ᑯᑕᐅᕗᖅ ᓯᓚᐃᑦ ᑐᒥᒃ  ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᕐ ᓂᒃ  
ᓄᐊᑦ ᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ  ᐱᐅᒃ ᓴᖅᑐᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᐅᔭᖅᓯ ᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᐅᖃᓪ ᓚᐅᑕᐅᔪ ᑦ  ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᕐ ᓂ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓇᒋᑦ . 
ᑕᓪ ᓕᒪᖓᒡ ᒎᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃ ᑯᑕᐅᕗᖅ ᓯᓚᐃᑦ ᑐᒧ ᑦ  ᐱᐅᓱᕆᒃ ᓯ ᔪ ᒧ ᑦ  ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᐃᑦ  ᖁᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ  
ᑕᑯᒥᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ . ᒐᐃᓚᐅᑉ  ᑖᓐ ᓇ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᖅᑕᖓ ᐃᓪ ᓗᒥᐅᑕᓕᒃ ᑐᑦ  ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᐃᑦ  
ᐅᖃᐅᒪᔨ ᒻ ᒪᕆᖕ ᒧ ᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ  ᐅᓂᒃ ᑳᖅᑎᓄᑦ  ᐱᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ  ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪ ᑦ  
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓐᖏᑕᓐᖏᒡ ᒎᖅ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᐃᑦ  ᖁᓖᓐᓇᖏᑦ  ᑕᑯᓐ ᓇᕐ ᖓᒋᑦ . 
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ᐊᕐ ᕕᓂᓕᖓᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃ ᑯᑕᐅᕗᖅ ᓯᓚᐃᑦ ᑐᒥᒃ  ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑎᐅᔪᒥ ᒃ  ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᓂᒃ  
ᑎᑎᕋ ᑦ ᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᓐᖏᑦ ᑐᕈᓗᖕᓂᒃ  ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪ ᑦ ᑎᐊᓐᖏᒧᑦ . ᑖᓐ ᓇ ᐱᐅᔪᕆᔪᖅᓯᐅᖅᑎᑐᑦ  
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑎᑦ ᑎᐊᕙᐅᓱᕆᔪᖅ ᐅᓂᒃ ᑳᓕᐊᖏᑦ  ᐱᔪᒪᔭᐅᓐᖏᒃ ᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪ ᓗᒋᑦ . 
ᑭᖑᓪ ᓕᖅᐹᖓᑦ  ᑖᓐ ᓇ ᓯᓚᐃᑦ ᑐᖅ ᖀᒥᒍᓱᖅᐳᕉᖅ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᓂᒃ . ᐅᓂᒃ ᑳᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ  
ᐃᓕᕝ ᕕᒋᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕋᔭᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᐱᐅᒃ ᓴ ᓐᖏᓐᓇᒥ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ  ᐊᓐ ᓇᐃᑐᐃᓐ ᓇᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐃᓄᒃ ᑎᑑᓕᕆᔨᐅᓪ ᓗᓂ ᑖᒃ ᑯᐊᓕᒫᖅ ᐅᔾ ᔨ ᕐ ᓇᓲᖑᓂᖅᓴᐅᕗᑦ  ᑎᑎᕋᑦ ᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ  
ᐃᓄᒃ ᑎᑑᓕᖅᑎᑦ ᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ . ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓂᒃ  ᓇᓪ ᓕᐊᓐ ᓂᑐᐃᓐ ᓇᖅ 
ᐃᓄᒃ ᑎᑑᓕᖅᑎᑦ ᑎᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂ ᑖᒃ ᑯᐊ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪ ᑦ  ᒋᐊᓚᒧᑦ  ᑐᓴᐅᒪᓐᖏᓪ ᓗᒋᑦ  
ᐊᒃ ᓱ ᕈᑲᑕᖕᓇᖅᑐᐊᓘᕗᖅ. ᐱᐅᓂᖃᓐᖏᑦ ᑐᑦ  ᐱᐅᓴᖅᑕᐅᔭ ᒃ ᓴᐅᓐᖏᒃ ᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪ ᓗᒋᑦ , 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪ ᑦ  ᑐᑭᖃᕐ ᓂᐅᓴᑐᐃᓐ ᓇᕐ ᒪᑕ  ᑖᒃ ᑯᐊ ᑐᑭᖔᖏᑦ  ᑕᐅᑦ ᑐᒋᓐᖏᑕᖏᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᑏᑦ   
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᕆᐊᖃᓲᖑᕗᑦ . ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖅᑎᑦ ᑎᑦ ᑎᐊᕈᒪᓗᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴᖅᑏᑦ  
ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᖅ ᑖᒃ ᑯᐊ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑎᖏᑕ  ᐅᔾ ᔨᕆᓐᖏᑕᕋᓗᐊᖏᓐᓂᒃ . ᑕᒪᒃ ᑯᐊ ᑕᕝ ᕙ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᑦ  ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᕗᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪ  ᐅᔾ ᔨᕆᓇᓱᐃᓐ ᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ . 
